men and women in the west coast comercml ﬁshmg ﬂcet sub!mts the follomng comments on the

an | abovc-entxtled document o

Introductxon
PCFFA represents, through its mmber orgamzatxons the majonty of Cahfomla s orgamzed

Francisco Bay hefring roe ﬁshery, the Dungeness crab fishery and fisheries for such s species as .

" starry flounder, Califorhia halibut, and English sole. The Bay-Delta system, the miost important -

estuary on the west coast of North and South America; is important habitat, including that for -

spawning and as a nursery-for all of the species listed above. San Francxsoo Bay.and the Delta at
. one time supported major otter and shrimp fisheries as well. The Bay-Delta is also the mxgranon :
route for Central Valley chinook salmon, mcludmg the fall-run which now: Support the ocean

o salmon ﬁsherxes oﬁ'shore Cahfofma, Oregon and the Washmgton coast

'
B . .
Ve

" Figheries, despite the reductzon of freshwatex ﬂows through the Delta to San F FarCisco Bay

" and the loss of up to 95 percent of the historic spawning habitat of chinook salmon in the Central
" Valley tiver system, still constitute a valuable resource to the state for food production, exports,
- jobs.and recreation. If fully restored the value of the state’s fisheries would easily equal those of -

. its most valuable crops, even before the cost of publlclyhﬁnanced water defivery systems and.
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S | Envxromnental Impact Report f‘or the CALFED Bav-Delta Program
B '.'Dcner Brmtcnbnch
‘ o lhe Pacmc Loast bederatxon of Fxshermen s Assoclatlons (PCFFA}, represenung workmg

| dommercxal salmon fishermen. PCFFA also represents commercial fishermen engaged in'the San . |

 environmental impacts are factored mto the cost of growmg crops by the divers:on of watcr from -

: stream and rivers.
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PCFFA’s full llst of comments are mcluded in those subtmtted by the Natural Resources

U ."Defmzse Council and approxxmately 18 other orgamzatzons Below are some of the mgmﬁcant o

- flaws in the Programmauc DEIS/EIS that PCFFA found particularly egreglous ﬁ'om a ﬁshcnes o
g,stmdpo:nt ‘ ST e g | ‘ o

qulure to Include a No Addmona! Dmrswns A!tematlve
, PCFFA ﬁnds the DEIS/EIR to be ﬁmdamentally ﬁawed m that each of the altematxves ~
»antxmpate increased diversions from the Delta or its rivers, over and above the currcnt level of
- diversions (not contracted am0unts) The exlstmg level of diversions are at the maximum level
* possible to still meet the legal minifium water quality and Endangered Species Act requirements
-~ Whether the addntlonal amounts to be divested will be under, at, ot over current water supply -

" contracts ig irrelévant, since those contracts do. not mest ESA or water quahty stahdards, and are ’. y
3 ;;hopeless!y unreahstic oonsxdermg the state § average ramfall and other water needs .‘ e o

S Both the Natxonal Envuonmemal Pohcy Act and the Cahforma Enwronmental Quahty Act e
L requir'e‘ an. analys1s of a no-action alternative, but none appears to exist in the draﬁ iisofarasalt” -
~ three alternatives anticipate somi additional level of diversion in excess of what is. currently takmg' B
- place. Moreover, n6 altérnative is considered for reducmg d1versxons from the Delta or its
" tributaries, whxch is problemanc 1f itis: found that mstmg 1eveis of dwcrsxons are alfeady
m..-excessxve . R Sl ST

Fallure to Conslder Impact of Addmonal nwersmns on Bay-l)e!ta Ecosystem : o -
o ' and the F:shenes nt Supports =

| PCFFA ﬁnds the DEIS/ELR to bc ﬁmdamentally ﬂawed as, well in its faﬂure to con:uder fmh o
_ water flows throughout ‘the system and into the Bay to miairitain the ecoSystem of the Bay-Delta
-, ' and the many important fisheries it supports ‘Instead; the focus on fish protection in the DEIR/
S EIS is primarily structusal, for the purpose 'of passage/avmdancc of entrapmerit, with o regard

"+ for the amount of water necessary to mamtmn 2 syStem capable of supportmg restored ﬁsh
o jpopulanoxxs R 3 ‘ ,
- PCFFA belxeves that the programmanc EIS/EIR must mclude an analysls of the amoum of \

- flow that in the tributaries and through the Delta to the Bay necessary to maintain and restore i L
.+ native fish and shellfish populations. Addmonaily, the document must inchude at least one

S aitematxve for reducmg the amount of fresh water dlvsrszons fmm the tr:butmes and Delta

A Penpheral Canal by Any Other Name xs Stnll a Penpheral Canal .

| In addmon to failing to mclude ario add1tmnal chversmns altematwe or consxder the nnpact of U
.. existing diversions or new diversions.on fishtife in the Bay-Delta system; the DEIS/EIR proposes
- “isolated channcls” in two of the three alternatives presented. These two chamnels both skirttoa =~
- greater (Altrnative 3) or lesser (Ahernmve 2) degreé around the Eastern periphery of the Delta
7 Although not as large as the 1982 structure proposed i SB-200, the “Isolated facilities” in the
SRR -‘two altemauves do, in fact, constltute penphera! oanals Tho voters of Cahforma soundly

C—0135009
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. N defeated e 1982 prOposed penpheral cana! proposal What new ewdence is thel'e now thﬂt fhe o

. position of the electorate has changed or that the same. problems assocmted thh a canal do not
S exzst today? _ ‘ R ,

o Although 3 penphexal canal could help solve reverse flow and passage problems for San .
o Joaqum River salmon ift the Delta, it would sacrxﬁce healthy runs of Sacramento River chmook ,
.~ salmon for that purpose.  The problerms inherént with the. peripheral canal remain, First, it requares‘ -
- - anew point of diversion that would be alcmg the Sacramento River, potemtally placing at nsk
© . downstréam migrating juvenile salmon. Second; a ¢anal is still mtended for the purpose of - L
removing more water from the Delta that i its ultimate objectxve not protecting fish. Addxtxonai S
~ diversions, as stated above, may ﬁmher threaten the Delta ecosystem and its abﬂtty 10 support ﬁsh .
R 'hfe both nngratory and resxdent | L - e

It is clear the dra,ﬁers of the DEIS/Em by mcludmg two altemanves for a penpheral canai and |
o altemauve to prevent further dxvsrsmns, are engaged in an exercise to mcrease water ‘exports
" at the expense of the | envxmnmem the fish and the ﬁshmg mdustxy »

Fanlty Assnmptnons -
If You Bmld It, ﬂmy will Come

PCFFA ﬁnds the DEIS/EIR ﬂawed in that n relies on the Ca&xfonna Departmem of Water

;; -; . " Resources Bulletin 160 regarding fature growth and water demand in California; Bulletm 160 has . -

~ nevér been subject to any critical review, much less mdependem peer review regardmg its ﬂndmgs L
-+ about future growth in'the state or the water needed per capita for additional population. Priorto
A aking plans for future growth and the costly infrastructure to go with it, it would be prudent to
L conduct an mdependent an analysxs of DWR $ self-servmg document T -

L Among other thmgs, the amount and nature of the state’s populatxon growth wﬁl dcpemd in
-+ part, on the availability of water. If new housmg, new mdustry is constrained by the amount of ’
. water available to the state -- arid this is a finite fesource -- then growth, f00, will be constrained,
: probarbly at much more modest levels than dssumed in. Bulletin 160. It seems to us that state e
- water planning should be based on the amount of water now available and current uses,noton
growth projections, that will, in fact, become selft Hulfilling prophes:es if build-out is based on
those projections, no matter how faulty they may be Waxer av»a.tlabxhty shovld dwtate growth,
| 'not growth guesses dlctatmg water development : S :

- In addltxon to the amount. of growth the DBIS/EIS wxongly assumes from Bulletm 160 |
- pro;ecnons, PCFFA also questions the water use; that wilt be required for the addltxoml L
- population, whatever level it achieves. PCFFA believes it is crucial that an; independent analysss '
v be completed to bitter pro;ect what. per-capnta water use will be from any additional population.
 This is eritical because, at present, the DEIS/EIR is placing at risk, through greater diversions, the
.. environment, fish and sheilﬁsh resouroes and the ﬁshmg mdustry ’based on what are lxkely to be Lo
o faulty pw}ecuons ' ; B , , 0 | o

Assnrances, Not Assamptmns S

PCFFA is stmck by the DEIS/EIR fmlure to adequately cons:dcr what wﬁl be needéd to a,ssure. o

c—013510
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teliable water supphes for extstlng uses -- the envnronmem ﬁahenes agﬂmlture mummpal and
~industrial, Rather than planmng for addmoual démanids, the prudent course would be to assure
- exzstmg demands are met in hormal, dry and drought conditions. ‘This means reliable water for all’
- existing uses, not shortchanging some during dry or drought conditions -- such as reduemg flows
~ 'needed by fish or txansferrmg water from vaiuable agneulturat crops to support new. Suburbs and
,-etnpmalls ' L e _ o

g Part of the rehably equatton w:ll be assurmg there are no addxt:onal hstmg of figh : spectes By
" this, PCFFA does not mean listing avoidance by manipulation of the Endangered Specxes Actora’
.. failure to enforce it, but by naintaining healthy popu(atxons of fish so that new listings are not
- necessary. Already, the December 1994 Bay-Delta Accord has, as PCFFA warned at the time, \
© placed Sacramento spnng-run salmon at greater risk, t‘orcmg a candxdate listing under CESA, by .
‘allowing greater pumping from the Delta durmg the November-]anuary outmigration period of
" juvenile spring-run, CALFED should not now be forgng ahead thh eny addmonal dwers:on
. plane that oould foree ﬁ.urther ﬁsh hstmgs . . o

3 Addmonal hstmgs, 1f the. law is enforced, wm cause ﬁmher dlsmpnons to water dehvenes to ”
- gxisting water users. - The state’s firét responsibility is to the existing uses, and not delivering
- water to land speculators to grow new suburbs or strip malls, or fa!hng victim to the grandwée
" dreams of water agencies. The only way to provide existing users assurances of water supply
. reliability is to protect the' envzronmont and the: ﬁsh, not by addmg new demands 10 an already
' ovetfburdened system L Lo .

Conservatlon and Reuse o ._‘f, :
Wham Coneept BT

, PCFFA fmds the DEIS/EIR. to be ﬂawed as well for 1ts faxlure to, adequately oonmder _
. conservation and waste water retise as a means of addressmg existing water demands (both supply
- ' and quality) and, perhaps, some reasonable growth (i.c., new demands that ¢an be met with
- existing supplies during all types of hydrologic oOndxtxons) Conservation and reuse are less . o
. -expensive than developmg new transfer and storage faothttes and pose much less of a threat 10 the R
‘ env:ronment and ﬁshery resources . : B

A Usmg Nature’s Storage AR
orDevekrpmg Pohtxcal W’Il, Nm‘ New Reservmrs

PCFFA ﬁnds the DEIS/EIR to be based - 85 zt I for faxlmg to adequately eonmder . ,
' oonsewatlon and recuse -~ on the tired and faulty premises of water engineers by proposmg new o
reservoirs, instead of groundwater storage. Buildmg new large reservoirs for the purpose of
capturing “excess” flows is highly questionable considering; .1) most of the good reservoir sntes
have already been taken, 2) the high cost of constructing new reservoirs; 3) the. adverse '
- environmental impacts asSoetated with reservairs, even: oﬂ'-stream, 4) the evaporation and
elevated water temperature problems associated with surface storage. PCFFA believes the -
- DEIS/EIR flawed in that it does not fully consider the benefits of subsurface a8 opposed 1o
R smface reservmr storage in terms of cost, and exwiomnental beneftt R

C—013511
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Indeed it appears the reason groundwater storage is given short slm:ﬁ in the documcnt is thar A

,, 'thc authors apparentiy feel it is easier to' expend billions in taxpayer dollars and compromise the -
'~ ‘environment on new reservoirs tharit is to develop the political will in this state to finally begm o
- managing groundwater. It is evident that the least costly alternative for “new” watér storage, both

.. in'terms of dollars and the enmronment, is groundwater recharge and groundwater managemem ~
L ,The DEIS/EIR. however, faﬂs to adequately address thls issue, SN

o wm About the“San Joamnn‘* o

. The DEIS/E[R fmls altogether to conmder ﬁows in thé mainstem San Joaqmn necgssary to -
~ support salmon, Specifically, it fails to consider the need to rewater the 150-mile stretch of this
‘tiver from the base of Friant Dam to the confluence of the Merced vaﬁr ‘Existing state law-

requires the reléase of water from dams for fish; . Further, the recent decision by the Ninth Circuit

upholding a Federal District Court ruimg, requxres the preparation of environmental dommwnts,
.. pursuant to' NEPA, for the resiewal of Friant Unit (Centml Valley Progect) water delivery

- contracts. Tt is likely those documents will require releases from Friant for the purpase of -
~rewstering the 150 mile stretch of the river; that hxstoncal}y supported major salmon runs, Thc

final EIS/EIR must consider the needs of the mmnstem Sdn Joaqmn Rwer for. ﬁshlee pursuant tq |

And What About the Trm:ty’

IheDEIS/EIR faﬂs to ccmsxder Mpacts of the Tnmty Rwer whxch xs plm'ﬂbed mto the o

- Sacramento River via the Trinity Unit of the Central Valley PrOJect “Frinity River salmonand - .
- steethead populations were nearly destmycd by the operatnon of the Trinity Unit; which mn'retrtly -
. diverts approximately two-thitds of that North Coast’ river’s flow. As.a result of efforts, including
Secretarial decisions and Congressional acts; an order by Interior is expected to set in-stream fiow. .
" standards for the Trinity. Trinity River flow requirements, as a result,” have to be consideredin.
- any program contemplating diversions from the Sacramento River or the Delta The Trinity River
 in-stream flow order will be made by the. Secretary of Interior to meet fish rcquxremcnts for the .
- - tributary of the Klamath River. That order, which is anticipated to be betiveen 550,000 and
700,000 acré-feet annuaily (up from 340, ;000 acre-fest) for reledse into the Trinity to protect TR
' salmon runs, will impact supply to the Sacraménto River and Delta. - Instead of planmng formore -

daversxons frond the Sacramento (though a penpheral canal) or the Delta, the authors of the ..

L“k “f Speﬂﬁc Goals and Pcﬂormance Standards s

C—013512

o Fmally, PCFF A ﬁnds the DEIS/Em slgmﬁcantly ﬁawed in 1ts ﬁaxlure to estabhsh speclﬁc goals '
" and performance standards for the protection and réstoration of the Bay-Delta environment- and |
.. thefish and shelifish populations it supports  The lack of specific goals and, perfonmnce

- standards make it impossible to measure wcoess, or iack thereof in eﬁ'oz‘ts to mstore the Bay- o
o '{’.Delta ecosystem and the ﬁshenes SRy S L i

o DEIS/EIR should be comxdenng how best to make’ up-an. antxctpated reduct:on of nearly one-half
Sl mﬂhon acre~feet of ﬂow irito the Sacramento and the Bay-,Delta sys:em S '

C-013512
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The above are part of PCFFA’S comments; the remmnder as noted wﬂl be found in the jomt -
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Concluslon

' letter signed by the Natural Resources Defense Coutcil, PCFFA and approxiraately 18 other.

organizations similarly concerned Amongyother things, PCFFA finds that a final programmatlc
' Environmental Impact Statemem/Enwronmental Impact Report for.the CALFED Bay-Delta

P.B

.. -Program must: 1) include spec:ﬁc goals and perfomlanee standards; 2) fully.consider and mclude :

. asan alternative, a plan to. stop or reduce diversions from the Delta and-its tributaries; 3) analyze

= existing demands and provide full assurances those demands can be met before any new demands ’

_are cons1dered 4) fully analyze populatmn growth scenarios for the state under dxﬁ'enng water

) . supply conditions, after meeting current water supply uses; 5) fully oons:der conservatlon and

cc CahfonnaDepmmemt ofF1sh& Game. " . o

‘recuse; 6) fully consider groundwater rechatge and groundwater management under any néw

. ‘storage optmns, 7y give. full consideration ta San Ioaqum flow requ:remcnts below Fnant B
- .sufﬁment to support native fish populatxons in'the 150 mlle~stretch t6,the Merced confluence; and
", "8) give full consideration to Trinity River fish flow requirements aiid the aﬁ'ectvthe Secretanal |
o chxswn on Tnmty ﬂowswﬂl have on Sacramento vaer and Delta supplxes 1 o

PCFFA appreclates the extenmon of the deadlme for submmal of coments and th:s

o\ Grader, Jr. .

Natwnal Marine: Fnshenes Semce
- US. Fish & Wildiife. Scmce - :
Pamﬁc Fxshery Management Councll

C—013513

‘ | 'opportumty to comment on the DEIS/EIR IfCALFED staff havc questlons regardmg the abové
o comments please contact the PCFFA oﬂioe at (415) 561-5080 : | S
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